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THE CHANGING STRUCTURE OF
INTERNATIONAL POLICY: NEEDS AND
ALTERNATIVESt
LYNTON K. CALDWELLtt
Whatever their scientific and technical content, the tasks of environmental protection, restoration, and management are social.
They are, therefore, institutional because human societies cooperate
only through established sets of relationships and procedures. Individual responsibility and effort are needed, but there is little that
individuals can do unaided to solve the larger problems of manenvironment relationships.
Social effort that regulates human behavior and requires public
expenditure implies governmental action. Man's effort to bring his
environmental behavior under control necessitates an expanded role
for government. But nongovernmental and voluntary organizations
also have important contributions to make to environmental protection. Governments normally move slowly and cautiously into new
areas of policy. Nongovernmental groups may anticipate a need for
new policies and new decisions-they may alert the public and its
official representatives to a need for action. These groups may
monitor public action, serving as a kind of organized public conscience. Throughout the world there are growing numbers of such
voluntary groups at all political levels-national, local, regional, and
international. The operational tasks of environmental protection,
however, are governmental, and it is, therefore, largely through
governmental organization that we will find the means to action on
matters of environmental policy.
The governing of man's impact upon the biosphere poses the
largest and most complex challenge that has confronted the peoples
and nations of the Earth. It is a challenge to all nations capable of
altering the biosphere significantly because the scope of the problem
cannot be less than the biosphere itself. It embraces the crucial subtThis article is based upon remarks presented by the author to the Conference on the
Environmental Future sponsored by the Government of Finland and held at Helsinki and
Jyvaskyla, June 27-July 3, 1970.
The author wishes to acknowledge his indebtedness to the Committee on International
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criticisms of ideas contained in the paper.
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problem of the numbers and distribution of human populations and
is closely related to that other great problem of our times-that of
world peace. Effective means of action toward coping with the problem of man's impact on the biosphere must be appropriate to the
problem; but the problem is not primarily the natural processes of
the biosphere, but is man himself-his attitudes, behavior patterns,
and institutions.
Man could not organize himself to govern successfully his impact
upon the natural systems of the Earth until an adequate concept of
these systems and of their interrelationships had been developed. The
concept of the biosphere as an evolving, complex, and integrative
total system has only recently emerged as a manageable body of
scientific propositions. The philosophic origins of the biosphere
concept are old, but we owe its formulation in systematic scientific
terms to V. I. Vernadsky, published in Paris in 1929 under the title
La Biosphere. The elaboration and refinement of the biosphere concept is a continuing task for science. Nevertheless, we know enough
about the nature of the living Earth to understand how man's behavior is jeopardizing its integrity and viability and endangering not
only man's survival but the continuity of life itself.
Unfortunately, man's social, economic, and political institutions
have not developed in a manner consistent with the realities of the
biosphere. Man's present institutions have not been designed to
protect the self-renewing capabilities of the Earth. Within a single
human generation man's explosive growth in numbers, in technology,
and in demands upon all aspects of the biosphere have brought him
to a circumstance in which control over his impact upon the biosphere has become essential to his future. But the means to this
control have not evolved with the necessity for them. Modern society
must therefore match its scientific and technological inventiveness
with social and political inventions. A part of the price of survival,
and of an environmental future, will be the reshaping of institutions
at all levels of human organization to cope with the problems of
man-environment relationships that man himself largely has created.
Regarding the development of these institutions, the following
propositions seem valid:
(1) Because modern society and the biosphere are changing, and
because we do not know precisely the kind of arrangements that will
be most effective or acceptable, institutionsfor the administrationof
environmental policy (at all governmental levels) should be flexible,
and capable of growth and transformation.
(2) Because modern society already has many institutions governing special aspects of man-environment relationships, a major part of
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the task is to strengthen these institutionsfor environmental protection, bringing them into more consistent and mutually supportive
relationships.
(3) But the novelty of the task and its worldwide character may
require the creation of certain institutions that do not now exist.
Most important of these are international bodies, or agencies,
politically and scientifically competent to help national governments
and international organizations develop goals, criteria, and programs
of cooperative action for protection of the biosphere.
(4) Finally, because man's behavior in relation to his environment
involves all aspects of his life, environmental policies and programs
should not (indeed cannot) be developed in isolation. Environmental
considerations cannot be made effective unless they are built into,
and thus modify, man's so-called "development" activities. There are
obvious risks in attempting to integrate developmental and environmental programs of national and international levels. Environmental
values could be unduly subordinated to economic and short-run considerations. But it is through development efforts, promoted by
governments and assisted by international organizations, that the
environment is now being shaped and substantial environmental
damage is being done.
Environmental policy at any level, to be effective, must be related
to development efforts in a constructive manner, especially to
modify them where necessary on behalf of ecological sanity and, in
some cases, to prevent the adoption of ill-conceived development
plans. The best development may sometimes be no "development."
Environmental needs and values should have a strong and
independent voice in governments and in the United Nations system.
But the relationship of environmental and developmental objectives
should be structured to ensure, so far as possible, that what is done
by way of development will enhance and not diminish the environmental future.
The institutional means to action must almost certainly be a
coherent, flexible system-developed largely out of existing organizations, but with a few important additions and modifications. This
system must, if it is to be effective, contain the means for its own
evolution and growth. We should learn from the experience of past
efforts, particularly within the United Nations system, what to do
and what not to do in the designing of new arrangements.
The varied conditions and constitutions of individual nations preclude any but the most generalized observations regarding action at
the governmental level. The actual administration of environmental
policies and programs is largely a task for national governments. But
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protection of the biosphere requires concerted action among all
nations, and our attention therefore may most usefully be focused
upon the structure of action at the international level. The basic
elements of this structure already exist in the United Nations system,
supplemented by nongovernmental scientific and professional organizations especially the International Union for the Conservation
of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) and the International
Council of Scientific Unions (ICSU). Let us briefly consider how this
structure might be reinforced and reshaped for the purposes of environmental protection, restoration, and management.
A central intergovernmental body for policy analysis, formulation,
and review is needed at the highest levels of the UN system to assist
national governments, the General Assembly, and the Specialized
Agencies to develop consistent priorities and programs. The membership of this body should not be too great for deliberative purposes
and should involve qualifications that justify confidence in the competence and objectivity of its recommendations. The precise legal
status of this body is less important than its reputation and its
effective relationship with governments, the General Assembly, and
the Specialized Agencies. It could be constituted in several alternative ways as an environmental council, commission, or committee-initially perhaps by resolution of the General Assembly or,
perhaps, by continuation of the 27-member preparatory committee
for the 1972 United Nations Conference. Permanent status as an
independent council might require revision of the UN Charter, but
this difficult procedure could be deferred, or could move forward,
while the new body was being organized and was beginning to
function on an interim basis. Without such a body at highest levels, it
is difficult to see how any coherent or continuing world effort on
behalf of the biosphere could be sustained.
The effectiveness of this deliberative body would depend upon the
continuing availability of a high-quality supportive staff. Accordingly, an office might be established within the UN Secretariate to
undertake the tasks of administration, communication, and policy
analysis that the effective functioning of the intergovernmental body
would require. And, because the effectiveness of this body over time
cannot be assured, an alternative focus for policy formulation and
review should be provided in the UN Secretariate, an officer for
environmental affairs with the rank of Under-Secretary-General. This
officer, although appointed by and administratively responsible to
the Secretary-General, would necessarily have to be acceptable to at
least a strong majority of the members of the intergovernmental
body.
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There is no way by which the working relationships between the
Under-Secretary-General for environment and the intergovernmental
council could be fully determined with certainty in advance of actual
experience. Personalities and politics are unpredictable influences. A
general specification of relationships would be required, but they
need not be provided here. A structure that would permit the shifting
of initiative between the UN office and the intergovernmental body
contains some apparent hazards to harmony and responsibility. But
it avoids the hazards of reliance upon a single UN entity to advance
the cause of global environmental protection. It is more important to
optimize the options for the development of effective international
action on behalf of the environment than to adopt organizational
relationships that, although logical in principle, do not correspond to
the realities of human behavior.
Coordination is an unhappy word in any decentralized organization. Within the UN structure there is need for more effective coordination on environmental (as on other) issues, but there is also
vigorous resistance to being "coordinated." It would be excessively
optimistic to assume that a UN office or intergovernmental body
could directly "coordinate" the Specialized Agencies. But the proposed intergovernmental body, linking the UN Secretariate with
national governments, might contribute significantly to the coordinative process. If this body were to agree upon a need for coordination and were to present this need to its member governments,
these governments, some of whom would be influential on the
governing bodies of the Specialized Agencies, could promote
coordination directly within these Agencies. Under the present structure of relationships within the UN system, this may be the most
promising and realistic approach to a problem that has no ideal
solution.
A third modification in the UN system might be the enlargement
of the activities or competence of the International Court of Justice
to settle disputes over environmental issues. The Court, through its
power to establish special chambers for particular classes of issues,
could respond to needs for more specialized and less formal procedures where controversies arise among nations over environmental
rights and obligations. But the World Court does not adjudicate
issues involving nongovernmental agencies, nor does it perform the
informal negotiating functions of an ombudsman, able to take rapid
and informal action short of adjudicative or arbitration procedures.
But such a function might be associated with the Court or, alternatively, with the UN office and the Under-Secretary for environment.
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A global monitoring network for environmental surveillance has
already been proposed by the Scientific Commmittee on Problems of
the Environment (SCOPE) of the ICSU. Other aspects of monitoring
have been under study by a number of scientific organizations, including several groups of UN agencies, IUCN, and independent scientific projects such as the 1970 M.I.T. Study of Critical Environmental Problems (SCEP). No single all-inclusive organization for environmental monitoring is feasible, but a major center (or centers)
for the assembly, collation, analysis, and interpretation of cumulative
data does appear to be feasible and necessary. These functions might
appropriately be performed either in the UN environmental office or
in the research center which will next be described. A related, but
separate, task is the review and evaluation of the monitoring system,
and it should be performed by qualified scientists who are independent of the monitoring operations and agencies.
Several proposals for a world center for environmental research
have been advanced. Among them are the ICSU International Center
for the Environment, United States Senator Warren G. Magnuson's
World Environment Institute, and a survival center proposed by
former United States Secretary of the Interior, Stewart L. Udall. The
greater part of environmental research will, of course, continue to be
performed in the academies, institutes, universities, and governmental and industrial laboratories of the world. But a central agency
for the marshalling of scientific information, collation of data, and
the organization of long-range global research projects may be
needed. Although such a research agency should be protected from
political bias or interference, its financial needs and its needs for
access to all nations and regions of the globe suggest an intergovernmental status. It is especially important that the less-developed
nations feel some sense of involvement in its activities, and that their
nationals receive training to participate in its investigations.'
Closely related to this research facility, and one of its principal
reasons for being, would be a proposed environmental science
advisory board or council. This body within its field of competence,
broadly defined, would serve the United Nations and its environmental office in a manner similar to that provided to national governments by national academies of science. Unlike the UN intergovernmental council, or committee, the science advisory body
would be independent of the UN system and would consist of
scientists and other experts on environmental problems instead of
1. Initiative in the establishment of this agency might appropriately be taken jointly by
the ICSU, the IUCN, and other international scientific organizations, possibly including
several of the U.N. specialized agencies.
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governmental representatives. Members could probably be nominated
by academies of science or comparable bodies. The board, or council,
would be responsive to requests for advice and information from
governments, regional organizations, and UN agencies. It would require the limited research capability that has just been described.
Because two major world conferences relating to the oceans will
be held in 1973,-one sponsored by the International Maritime Consultative Organization (IMCO) on pollution and another by the
United Nations General Assembly on the Law of the Sea-, it may be
premature to dwell at length on institutional arrangements for the
oceans at this time. We are confronted by a paradoxical circumstance
that, although there is widespread agreement that some type of
effective international regime is needed to protect the high seas and
control exploitation of the deep-seabed, there is also widespread
opposition to additional UN agencies. A strategic alternative might
be to replace IMCO with an International Maritime Organization
representing all nations and to give it certain specified jurisdiction
over that 70 per cent of the Earth's surface where national
sovereignty does not now exist. Its functions would be largely those
of resource allocation and policing. Responsibility for food from the
sea might be retained by FAO and scientific investigation and
monitoring developed through an expanded WMO, perhaps reconstituted as the World Geophysical Organization.
A final element in this projected system for the environment is a
mechanism to better ensure the protection of man's heritage in historical and artistic monuments, in cultural and natural landscapes,
and in the preservation of plant and animal species and their natural
ecosystem habitats. The Population Trust Fund, established in
association with United Nations Development Program (UNDP), may
provide a useful model for what might be done. Nations with exceptional richness in artistic and historic structures, or in wildlife, are
often least able to protect and maintain them.
There are two aspects to the need for international funding for the
environment, and either a dual fund or two separate funds may be
required. Proposals for a World Heritage Foundation are being
formulated for presentation to the Stockholm Conference in 1972.
The IUCN, UNESCO, and several international nongovernmental
associations concerned with monuments, landscapes, and historic
sites are contributing to this effort. There is also need for aid to the
less affluent nations to assist them in meeting the short-range and
incremental costs of environmental quality. These are costs which
some nations may be unable, financially or politically, to meet in the
critical years just ahead. They include the added costs of environ-
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mental protection and amenities in development projects, development of environmental awareness and education programs, and
establishment of offices for environmental protection and management with supporting research capabilities. The question of one
versus two or more international funds for the environment may
possibly be answered by political convenience, but it is of greatest
importance that aid in adequate amounts be forthcoming at an early
date.
The establishment and activation of this structure could be built
into the program of a World Environment Period which is presently
being considered as a means toward implementing such constructive
proposals as may be generated by the Stockholm Conference on the
Human Environment. A two year preparatory phase followed by a
five year period of project implementation is now being considered
by several international organizations, notably by ICSU and IUCN. A
structure such as has been outlined here might be constructed and
fully functioning by this period (e.g. by 1980).
Only very recently such a structure-modest as it is-would have
been considered utopian. Today, it is not only practical, it's urgently
needed if any effective control is to be exercised by man over his use
of the Earth. No system can be devised for which defects and objections cannot be found. But a perfect system cannot not be developed
by imperfect men-and in any event, whatever system was agreed
upon would not remain indefinitely "good." What is important is
that we now match the functioning structure of the biosphere with a
coherent system of institutions capable of enabling man to govern his
behavior in relation to this biosphere-which has been epitomized in
the expression "Spaceship Earth." We should not be deterred from
this challenging effort by the inevitability of some mistakes or by
differences of viewpoint over nonessential details. What is imperative
is that we begin as soon as possible to build the structure for the
tasks of environmental protection and restoration that must be
accomplished if mankind and his fellow creatures are to have a
future.

